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THE ATTENTIVE PUBLIC FOR
SOVIET SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Linda L. Lubrano

The American University - Washington, D.C.

Data for this study were produced by the Soviet Interview Project.
This project was supported by Contract No. 701 from the National
Council for Soviet and East European Research to the University of
I1linois Urbana-Champaign, James R. Millar, Principal Investigator.
The analysis and interpretations in this study are those of the
author, not necessarily of the sponsors.

This paper is one of a set that present the first formal findings
of the General Survey Questionnaire. The instrument was administered
to 2,793 Soviet emigrants who arrived in the United States between
January 1, 1979 and April 3Q, 1982. The papers will be discussed at a
conference of the Research Team with Government specialists and others
at Airlie House, Virginia, October 27-29, 1985. The contents of the
papers will not be presented at the conference in detail, but the
findings will be briefly summarized. The purpose of the conference
will be to subject the papers to rigorous analytic assessment, and
general familiarity with the subjects discussed will be assumed.
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Preface

Data for this study were produced by the
Soviet Interviev Project. The author conducted
praliminary research on the Project ¥hile she was
a National Fellow at the Hoover Institution,
stanford University. The preparatioun of this
paper was made possible by a Paculty Summer
Research Grant from The American University. The
author expresses her thanks to Janet Schwartz for
couments on an earlier draft and appreciation to
Jim PRoberts and Carol Zeiss for their technical
assistance.

"The Attentive Public for Soviet Science and
Technology" is part of a series of reports on
different portions of the Soviet Interview
Project. It will be preceded by an introductory
chapter on the Project®s methodoloqy, including
the research design, sampling procedures, main
variables, and standard terminology. It is
assuned, therefore, that the reader will be
fapiliar vith the methodoloqy of the Project
before reading this paper.

The Soviet Interview Project was supported by
Contract No. 701 from the National Council of
Soviet and East Buropean Research to the
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaiqn, James E.
sillar, pPrincipal Investigator. The analysis and
interpretations in this study are those of the
agthor, not necessarily of the sponsors.




The Attentive Public for
Soviet Science and Tecknoloqy

Studies of the Apericam Attentjve
Public for Science and Technology

With the recogqnition of scientific and technological
change as central components of national and international
policies, scholars, policymakers, and public opinion specialists
in the United States have studied the vievs of the American
public toward science and technology at least since the late
1950s.' The most comprehensive American studies wvere done in the
1970s amidst councern that the high level of public suppoart for
science had eroded during the previous decade. This concern
prompted the National Science Foundation to sponsor a major
survey of public attitudes towvard science and technology froa
1978 to 1980.2 The results of the survey shoved that the Aserican
putlic retained a generally positive viev of orgamized science
and had bigh expectations for science's future accomplishaments.

Boreover, the proportion of the population interested in, and

1In their studies cf the Americam public, scholars have
made a distinction between science and technology. See, for
exaaple, T. R. lLaPorte, "Indicators of Public Attitudes Toward
Science and Technoloqy," Scientometrics, Vol. 2, ¥o. 5-6 (1980),
PP. 439-448. Different results for each vere reported in Jon
Miller, Robert Suchner, and Alan Voelker, Citizenship in-ap Age
of §gigngg (New York: Pergamon Press, 1980), pp. 93-98, 125-133,
and passig. This distinction wvas not made in the Soviet
Interviev Proiect.

2Jon Biller, Kenneth Prewitt, and Robert Pearson, The
Attitudes of the 0-S- Rublic Toward Science and Iechmology
(Chicago: bdatiomal Opinion Research Center/Umiversity of
Chicaqo, 1980).
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knowledgeable about, science and technology issues had aore than
doubled in size (from 8 percent in 1957 to 18 percent ia 1979)
partly as a consequence of increases in the level of education of
the adult population. It was true, nonetheless, that the degree
of public support for science was lowver in 1979 than it had been
two decades earlier. This was due mainly to an increase in
citizen avareness of the societal risks associated with
conteaporary research and development. Thus the survey confirmed
a groving skepticism towvard science and technology among the more
inforsed American putlic.3

As with other areas of public policy only a relatively
small proportion of the population is higqhly knovledqgeable about,
and strongly interested in, science and technology issues.
Several American scholars bave found it useful, therefore, to use
the concept of the ™attentive public"™ to ideatify this portion of
the population and to distinquish its views on science and

technology from the views of people who are "nonattentive."¢ In a

) 3In 1957, for exaeple, 87.7 percent of the American
public thought that the bepefits of scientific research
outveighed the harm, whereas only 70.5 percent thought so in

1979. See Science Indicators 1980 (¥ashington, D. C.: National
Science Poundation, 1981), ppr. 160-163.

sThe concept of the atteative public for science and
tecknoloqy vas adapted froam Gabriel Almond’s model of
policymaking in The American People and Eoreign Policy (Nev York:
Barcourt, Brace, & Co., 1950) and developed by Jon Hiller gt al.
in Citizepnship in ap Age of Science, op. Cit. Gerald Holton,
Daniel Yankelovich and others dispute the validity of the concept
of attentiveness which, they arque, presuses an elitist model of
public policy formation. Their study demonstrates that vhen
given adegoate inforsation and tise, meabers of the previously
"aonattentive public®™ are fully capable of forsulating aad
articulating their own views on scieace and technoloqy issues.

See Science RPolicy Rriorities and the Pablic, vnpublished report




- 3 -

1978 nationwide study of citizen attitudes tovard scieace and
technology, Jon Miller traced the development of the attentive
public among approximately 4700 younqg adults. He found that
education vas the most significant factor in predicting
attentiveness to science and technoloqy issues. High school
students vho went to college ranked substantially higher than did
noncollege students on three measures of attentiveness: interest
in science and technology, knowledge about science and
technoloqgy, ard the acquisition of information on science and
techology issues. The importance of education in developing
one's attentiveness tc science and technology coincided with the
presence of other factors in the students' backgrounds. The most
attehtiye voung adults, for example, vere those vho came fronm
families with high socio-economic status, especially wvhen there
vere frequent discussions of public issues in the home. The
attentive students were saore likely to be male, to aspire toward
high-status occupations, and not to hold strong religious
beliefs.S

In their 1979 study of 1635 adults, Jon HMiller, Kenneth
Previtt, and Robert Pearson found that the level of formal
education remained the mafor predictor of attentiveness to

organized science.® Rducation correlated directly vith interest

by the Public Agenda Poundation to Harvard University, m.d. The
research desigqn of the Soviet Interview Profect does not allow
for a testing of the Holton thesis.

s8iller, Suchner, and Voelker, pp. 193-199.

6The concept of 'orqanized science™ as used by Prewitt et
al. refers to the institutional practice of both science and
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in organized science, wvith knowledge about organized science,
¥ith qeneral information consumption, and vith the consuaption of
specialized science information. There was also a significant
association (although much veaker than for education) between the
respondents' level of political activity and their atteantiveness
to orqanized science. Men and vounger people were generally more
knowledgeable about science, and men tended to read specialized
science literature more than wvomen did. But the relationships
between gender or age, on the one hand, and attentiveness to
science, on the other, were relatively weak. Prewitt and his
colleaques found evern less of a direct association betveen
employment and attentiveness to science. Those who were eaployed
in professional and tecknical occupations scored highest on
interest in organized science, on knowledge about orqanized
science, and on the consuamption of specialized science
information. But the holding of a research position within the
science sector explained only 2 ﬁercent of the variance in
attentiveness compared with 36 percent of the variance explained
by the education variable. The authors suggest, therefore, that
the attentive public for orqanized science in the United States
is sore than an occupationally-oriented self-serving interest
group. Rather, it is a public that potentially shares broader
concerns on other issues as well.?

The identification of an attentive public for science and

technoloqgy. That is the way the term will be used in this paper.
8iller, Prewitt, and Pearson, pp. 10-59.
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technoloqy is extremely useful in the delineation of American
responses tud4ard science, scientists, and science policy.
Citizens wko are more attentive to organized science tend to have
a more optimistic outlook on the overall benefits of science and
technoloqy_vis—%-vis the potential risks. While the general
level of public confidence in science remains hiqh, the attentive
public is more likely than the nonattentive public to believe
that science and technology have done more good than hara in the
past, and the attentives are more confident that science and
technology can solve certain problems in the future. One can
arque that confidence in organized science, alonqg with positive
peceptions of scientific leaders, predispose citizens to support
prograes for the funding of scientific research and development.
Indeed, Prewitt and his colleagues found that there wvas
videspread support for programs that contribute to the
advancesent of knowledge, per se, and for programs that are
oriented toward the scientific and technical solution of
practical problems. Members of the attentive public were more
likely than the nonattentives to support proqrams of fundamental
research and the principles of unrestricted sciemtific inquiry.
Yet, this support vas not unlimited. There vas a consensus on
the need to restrict certain areas of research, such as the
creation of nev life foras, where both the atteantives and
nonattentives apparently shared similar ethical and practical

concerns.®

8Sixty-nine percent of the nonattentives and forty-nine
percent of the attentives wanted restrictions on the study of nevw
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The same consensus was evident in the differemntiation of
public support for scientific and technical solutions t>
practical problems. Both the attentive and nonattentive public
preferred that money be spent on proqrams that had some domestic
social value. There was a high deqree of aqreement, for example,
on the priorities of scientific research in the areas of energy,
health, educational improvement, pollution, and food praduction.
There vas generally less support for the improvement of weapons
systens and for the exploration of outer space. As part of a
case study of three science-related issues, Miller, Prewitt, and
Pearson looked at the subject of space exploration in greater
detail. They found that, in contrast to the high profile of the
space proqran during the 1960s, the American public no longer
considered the exploration of space to be a salient issue in the
1970s.9 The aqreement between the attentive and nonattentive
paublic on tke relative priority of the space proqram (compared,
for example, with enerqgy and health prograss) demonstrates that
the utility of the concept of an attentive public for organized
science may be limited to those policies that affect science and
technology directly. No matter hov saturated the space issue is
vith scientific and technical characteristics, the public most

probably sees it as one that affects the distribution of social

life fornms. #iller, Prewitt, and Pearson, p. 85.

*Space exploration ranked tenth and tvelfth (out of 12
research areas) by the attentive public and the nonattentive
public respectively, Miller, Prewitt, Pearson, pp. 84-96. These
views may have changed in recent years due to the "star wvars"
coatroversy. :




-7 -

goods and services. It is evaluated, therefore, not as a science
and technology issue, per se, but as a matter of general public
policy.t0

Through the Soviet Interview Project we have the
opportunity to compare Soviet emigre attitudes toward science and
technoloqgy with the attitudes of the American public in the
1970s. Pirst ve must identify the attentive public for science
and technology issues. Do the observations about the attentive
public in the United States hold true also for the Soviet emigre
population? Do similar backqround characteristics separate the
attentive public from the nonattentive public? If they do, can
we then use the concept of attentiveness as a key to the
understanding public attitudes toward science and techadlogqy
amonqg Soviet emigres? +Where are there siqnificant differences
betveen the attentive public and the nonattentive public, and
vhere is there substantial consensus?

In reviewing the followving analysis the reader should
repain avare of the limitations in our data. We did not have
access to a sample of Soviet citizens comparable to those
surveved by Prewitt and his colleaques. The attentiveness and
attitudes of the emiqre public may not be representative of the
Soviet public as a whole. #e feel confident, nonetheless, that
cross~tabulations of the characteristics of the emiqre population

are valid, and the results may sugqgest relationships that exist

10This interpretation is reinforced by the fact that
Americans had positive attitudes tovard space research, but gave
it lov priority only im relation to other prograss.
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also in tke USSE. 1In addition to liaitations in sanmple
selection, our study is limited further by the fact tkat the
questions used in the Soviet Interview Project are not the same
as those used in studies of the American public. Because of
this, we cannot measure attentiveness to science and technology
in the same way, nor can ve establish a direct correspondence
between Arerican and Soviet perceptions of science and technology
issues. The best we can 4o is to discuss the general
applicability of American studies to our research on Soviet
emigres, both in the formation of key variables and ia the

testing of hypotheses.

Public Among Soviet Emigres

Studies of American citizens emphasize the importance of
one's educational level in formulating attitudes toward public
policy. Jomn Miller and others have found that people with higher
levels of education are more likely to keep inforamed about
current events, especially in relatively abstract policy areas
such as science and technology. The formation of these attitudes
appears to be less salient in the Soviet Union wvhere fewer people
have the opportunity to influence high-level policy decisions.
Positive public attitudes are still important, hovever, because
they provide the popular support necessary for the Soviet regine
to implement policy effectively. While people with higher
education in gqeneral are more likely to pay attention to science
and techmology policy, this is especially true if scientific and

technical inforsation is related, directly or indirectly, to a
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person's occupation. Moreover, for citizens in science-related
occupat ions there are opportunities to influence Soviet policy at
lover levels. As a society becomes more dependent on high-level
technology, tkte status of techui~al specialists rises aad the
size of this potentially influential public continues to expand.

Who has the best chance of receiving higher education and
obtaining employment in high status occupations? The single most
important factor appears to be the social-educational status of
the respondent's parents. The importance of social position and
educational level in the USSR has been examined both by American
and by Soviet scholars.!! Many of their findings are consistent
vith the major studies of social stratification in the Onited
States and other countries.12 It is not unusual to find that
people who share certain characteristics of family background
have a tendency to acquire similar levels of education and

occupational status. This is particularly true for the Soviet

1t1See, for example, Richard Dobson, "Education and

Opportunity,®™ in Contemporary Soviet Socjety, ed. Jerry Pankhurst
and Michael Paul Sacks ([New York: Praeger Publishers, 1980), pp.
115-137; marray Yanowitch, Socjal and Ecopomjic Imneguality ip the
Sovjet Union (New York: H#8. E. Sharpe, Inc., 1977), pp. 58-133;
0. I. Shkaratan and V. 0. Rukavishnikov, "Sotsial'nye sloi v
klassovoi strukture sotsialisticheskogo obshchestva,®
Sotsiologicheskie issledovanjja, No. 2 [1977), pp. 62-73; and L.
P. Liss, "The Social Conditioning of Occupational Choice,™ in
Social Stratificatiop and Mobility ip the USSR, ed. Murray
Yanovitch and Wesley Fisher (New York: Interpmational Arts and
Sciences Press, Inc., 1973), pp. 275-288.

12see, for example, Peter Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan,
The Aperican Ocgupatiopal Structure (Nev York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1967); ¥William Sewvell and Robert Hauser, Eduycation-
Ogccupation, and Earnings (New York: Academic Press, 1975); and

John Goldthorpe, social Mobility and Class Structure (oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1980).
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Union wvhere access to higher education often depends on family
connections and place of residence. Children of the Soviet urban
intelligentsia, for example, have a better chance of entering a
major university than do children of the rural peasantry, not
only because the quality of the pre-university education is
better in the larger cities, but also because the Soviet urban
intelliqgentsia is in many ways a self-generating elite. Living
in an urban environment is also important in the development of
one's employment opportunities and in the formation attitudes
toward public pelicy.

Changes in science and technologqy affect citizens in all
parts of a country, but people living near major industrial
centers and in big cities are the ones most likely to feel the
direct impact of such changes. It is true that most people
experience the effects of technological development without
paying much attention to them. But if there is an informed and
articulate public regarding issues of science and technology, it
is more likely to be found in large urban areas than in seall
villages [except for the small villages that experience serious
industrial accidents). Also, the attention people give to
information about science and technology must be viewed witkin
the larger context of the attention they give to other public
issues in the mass media as a vhole. Since there is greater
exposure to information in larqe urban areas, and since tkLe
general educational level of urbam residents is higher than that
6f people in the countryside, one would expect the urban

population to be relatively better informed and more attentive
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than the rural population on a vider range of public issues of
which science and technoloqy are only a part.

It is often noted that people living in an urban
environment are less likely to enqage in reqular religious
activities. Family upbringing in the countryside is more
traditional in many respects, including a greater eaphasis on
religious values. Reliqgion tends to be more prevalent,
therefore, among the peasaantry, the less educated, and those
living in rural areas. Religion is not necessarily incoapatible
vith science, but Arerican studies have found that those who are
more religious are less likely to be attentive to science and
teckhnology. This is most probably a characteristic that
accompanies hiqh education and urbanization rather than one that
determines attentiveness to organized science, but it is worth
exploring nonetheless. Finally, we should look at the impact of
age and gender on attentiveness to organized science. 1In the
United States vounger people and males are more interested in,
and more knovledgeable about, science and techrpology. The impact
of age is a consequence of rising levels of education for the
adult popula£ion and the inclusion of recent scientific and
technical information in school programs. The impact of gender
is a result of differentiation in sex roles froa early childhood
developaent through adult life. We shall see if the same is true
for the Soviet Union.

The following set of hypotheses summarizes the above

discussiorn and the relationships ve expect to find:

1. The higher the social-educational status of the respondent's
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parents the greater is the probability that the respondent
acquired higher levels of education and occupational status.

2. High levels of education and occupational status (both for the
respondent and for the respondent's parents) were
associated with their living or working in am arban area.

3. The higher the respondent's level of education, the more attention
the respondent qave to science and technology.

4. The more closely related the respondent's occupation to the science
and technology sector, the more attention the respondent gave to
science and technology.

S. The respondents who were male, younger, and less religqious were more
likely to be attentive to science and technology than were the
responients who were female, older, and more religious.

For the first two hypotheses, we did a series of cross-

tabulations of variables for the main sample, where there was a

maximum of 2793 respondents. Variables used in the thirad,

fourth, and fifth hypotheses came from questions in the green

supplement, vhere the maximua number of respondents was 922.

Hypothesis 1
The higher the social-educational status of the respondent®’s father,
the greater is the probability that the respondeant acquired higher
levels of education and occupational status.

The first hypothesis suqggests an association between the
respondent's farmily background and his/her access to higher

education and to certain types of occupations. For family

background we used tvo variables, the education of the

respondent's parents and the main occupational grouping to which

the respondent's parents belonged.!3 The education variable

13The characteristics of both parents are important. ¥We
chose the occupation of the respondent®s father in reporting the
results of our amalysis, but the occupation of the respondent's
mother would yield similar results.
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ranqed from some attendance at primary schools to the completion
of higher education. The occupation variable included eleven
areas of esployment, which were grouped first into four levels of
social status and then collapsed into two levels, hiqh and low
social status, as follous:i¢

Leaders
High Social Status --

Managers, Military, Other Professionals,
and High-Level Enqgineering Technicians
Low-Level Engineering Technicians, Service

Personnel, and Industrial Workers
Low Social Status --

Agricultural Labor and Free Enterprise Workers

Comparable variables were used for the respondent’s own education
and main cc—~upation both on the first job and on the last job
during the respondent®s last noramal period in the USSR.1S

The results verified that emigjres whose parents had a
higher education vere much more likely to acquire a higher
education themselves. Almost 77.5 percent of the respondents
vhose fathers had a higher education obtained a higqher education
themselves, compared with only 27.2 percent of the respondents
wvhose fathers had only a primary education. The comparable
figqures for respondents wvhose mothers had a higher education or

only a primary education vere 81.5 percent and 26.6 percent,

$4The four-level distinction vas not as useful
statistically, since most of the emiqres were in the second and
third levels.

13The ®last normal period" vas defined in the SIP as the

five-year period usually preceding the emigre's applicatioa for
an exit visa.




- 14 -
respectively., Children of educated parents wvere also more likely
to enter occupations with higher social status. More tham 45
percent of the respondents whose fathers had higher education,
and 51 percent whose mothers had higher education, began their
careers in professional occupations. By contrast, if the parents
had no more than a primary education, then the respondent was
more likely to enter the labor force as amn industrial worker.
The relative impact of the parents' education vas less an the
respondent's last career position, since there was notable upwvard
mobility for all occupational qroups. However, the correlation
between the parents' education and the respondent'’s occupational
status remained hiqhly siqgnificant.16

The father's occupation also had a siqnificant impact on
the respondent's level of education and type of occupation. The
most educated groups were the respondents whose fathers vere
high-level enqgineering-technicians (62.9 percent) or military
career officers (61.8 percent), followed by children of
professionals (57.1 percent) and of leaders (51.4 percent).
Similarly, most of the respondents vhose fathers were in high
status occupations vere in high-status occupations themselves.
The SIP data therefore confirmed hypothesis 1, with three
exceﬁtions. FPirst, there vas less educational achievement than
expected for children of managers. Second, a majority of
respondents with fathers in lowv-level engineering technical

occupations entered into professional and high-level engineering

1¢The chi~squares for all correlations discussed in this
paragraph are statistically significant at the 0.00005 level.
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technical occuvations on their first job. Third, by the time of
the last job, a mafority of respondents with fathers in service
occupations had also moved into hiqgh status occupations. Despite
these exceptions, the direct correlation between the fathers!
socjal-educational status and that of the respondent was a
significant one.17?

Hypothesis 2

High levels of education and occupational status (both for the

respondent and for the respondent's parents) were

associated vith their living or working im an urban area.

Despite the prevailing urban background of all

respondents,?® the relative proportion of eaigqres who lived or
vorked in biq cities differed from one educational level or
occupational group to another. Among the respondents' parents, a
siquificantly greater proportion of those with a coaplete higher
education lived in big cities compared to those who had less than
a primary education (71.4 percent and 32.9 percent, respectively,
for the fathers; 69.5 perceat and 33.1 percent for the mothers).
There was also a direct correlation between the fathers®
occupational status and urban residence. For the respondents
themselves, there vwas a significant correlation between education
and the size of the cities vhere they vere born and vhere they
lived. The same was true for occupational status. Pifty-five

percent of the respondents in high status occupations lived in

17Chi-squares for the correlations discussed here are
statistically significant at the 0.05 or 0.00005 level.

18)A1nost one~-half (48.9 percent) of the emigres vho were
intervieved bhad been born in biq cities (im cities with
populations of more than one million people).
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big cities, compared vith 45 percent of the respondents in low
status occupations (on the first job). Por the last fob, the
difference was 56.7 percent and 43.3 percent respectively.
Therefore hypothesis 2 is true.!?

Hypothesis 3

The higher the respondent's level of education, the more attention
the respondent gave to science and technology.

The attention people give to sciemce and technology, and
to other areas of public policy, can be observed in several wvays.
One methol is to look at the respondents® reading habits.

Another is to ask the respondents how closely they follow certain
types of public issues. Both methods were used in the Soviet
Interviev Profect. These differ, hovwever, from the measures of
attentivenass developed by American scholars for surveys on
science and technology. As noted above, the three measures of
attentiveness used in surveys of American citizens wvere:

interest in science and technology, knowledge about science and
technoloqy, and the acquisition of information on science and

technology issues. 29 ¥hile there was no atteapt to measure

19Chi-squares for the correlations confirming hypothesis
2 are statistically significant froa level 0.05 to 0.00035. The
one modificatior to hypothesis 2 is that lowv-level enqgineering
technicians wvere just as likely to be in big cities as were the
people in high status occupations, but this did not make a
sigqnificant difference in our findings.

20J0on Miller and others observed "interest™ by asking
respondents which of 32 headlines they might read about. They
observed "knovledge"™ by asking respondents to answver substantive
questions about science and technology. And, they observed
%acquisition of information™ by asking respondents about their
reading habits, including the reading of science magazines.
Biller,Suchner, and Voelker, pp. 73-118; Miller, Previtt, and
Pearson, pp. 17-45.
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scientific or technical knowvledge among Soviet emigres, there are
tvo variables in the Soviet Interviev Project that cam serve as
partial indicators of interest and information acquisition,
respectively, namely the readinqg of science fiction and the
reading of scientific-technical nonfiction. We shall examine
both aspects of the emiqres' reading habits as partial objective
measures of attentiveness to science and technoloqgy. Then ve
shall discuss the subjective measure of attentiveness obtained
from the respondents' own statements on how closely they followed
Soviet scientific achievements.

Soviet emiqres vere asked to identify the kinds of
nonfiction books they had read durinqg their last normal period in
the USSR. Almost 30 percent said they had read books on science
and technologyv.2? This was the largest cateqory of noafiction
responses except for books on foreigmn culture (read by 36.4 per-
cent). The interest in foreiqn culture may have been greater
thar usual because the respondents vere people who vere expecting
to emigrate soon. There vas less of a compelling reason for thenr
to be reading scientific and technical nonfiction before their
departure. That makes the relatively high percentage in this

category aven more remarkable.22 Respondents were also asked what

2i1The number of people reading scientific-technical
non fiction may have been higher if techmical journals,
nevspapers, and documents had been included in the response
options.

221 the United States only 13 perceat of the population
read science news magazines in 1979 (#iller, Prewitt, Pearson,
p.40), but these statistics are not directly comparable. BRaigres

in the SIP study were more highly educated thanr the average
Soviet citizen.
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kinds of fictior they had read during their last normal period in
the USSR. Almost 28 percent said they had read science fiction.
This was is than the percentage vho had read classical liter-
ature, detective stories, and other types of fiction, but it is
still a significant amount. General interest in science fiction
is widespread in the Soviet Union, particularly since it is a
genpre that allows for imaginative fantasies as vell as for
critical social commentary. If we use scientific literature as
an indication of attentiveness (that is, science fiction and/or
scientific-technical nonfiction), then 45.3 percent of the
emiqres wko ansvered the gqreen supplement vere part of the
attentive public for science and techmnology in the USSR. (See

Table 1.)

TABLE 1

RESPONDENT'S READING OF SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE

-Eeadinq Scientific Literature | Percentage
o . L. L. . ' - .. -
Beither scifi nor scitech l 54,7

nonfiction |
- D e G AR SR D DD D D G -— — -l - X J
Oonly science fiction i 15.2
|
- e ap o @ - e - - o—--‘-————-—---—--—
Only scitech nonfiction [ 17.3
1
- ws o - e -—— . e et - - - . --------------
Both scifi £ scitech | 12.8
nonfiction |
- an e - - ---—' - e ws
TOTAL 100.0

In testing Hypothesis 3 ve expected to find that the more
highly educated respondents would be more likely to read each

type of scientific literature. Essentially this wvas correct.
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But the different levels of interest in science fiction and
scientific-technical nonfiction meant that each had to be tested
separately as vell as together. When we separated the ones who
read only science fiction and not scientific-technical nonfiction
(and vice-versa), we sav that the reading of science fiction vas
distributed more evenly among emigres with different levels of
education. (See Table 2. Compare, for example, the 19.2 percent
of emigres with 7-8 years of general education to the 19.7
percent of emigres vwith some higher education vho had read
science fiction.) The direct correlation between scientific-
technical nonfictioc and education remained consistent, however,
with the exception of ome person. Not only the level of
education, but also the specialty studied im school was highly
significant in influencing one's readinqg preferences. Respondents
who had studied medicine or the matural sciences, for exaaple,
vere the ones most likely to read scientific-tecknical
nonfiction, while engineering graduates were the ones most likely
to read science fiction.23

If the more educated members of the esmiqre population vere
the ones who read scientific literature, were they also the ones
vho said tkey folloved Soviet scientific achievements most

closely? Are these the relatively few people wvhoam we could

identify as the "attentive public™ for science and technologqgy?

23T7he chi-squares are statistically siqnificant at the
0.00015 level for the correlation between education and science
fiction, at the 0.00005 level for the correlations between
education/education specialty and scientific-technical
nonfiction, and at the 0.0213 level betveen education specialty
and science fiction.




- 20 -

TABLE 2

RESPONDENT'S EDUCATION AND BREADING SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE (a)

! Reading Scientific Literature

Education | -
{Neither | Only | Only | Both
§Scifi/ST) Scific | SciTech }Scifi€ST|
------------------- R e X S L P ST R et Sk 4
Less than 4 yrs. | 9 | [ | i
gen'l. educ. §| 100.0 | i 1 |
| 1.8 | | | |
------------------ 1= b= -——- el Atttk J
Prom 4-6 yrs. ] 35 3 2 | L | |
gen'l. educ. I 92.1 |} 5.3 | 2.6 | i
] 7.0 ) 1.4 | o6 | 1
------------------- tmm e cr e fr e cerce fm e e ————— §
BEither 7-8 vrs. i 39 | 10 1 3 i i
gen'l. educ. or | 75.0 | 19.2 5.8 | |
1 vyr. trade sch. |} 7.8 7.2 | 1.9 | |
------------------- D et et DL L B e Tk, 3
More than 8 yrs. 15 | 2 1 L I | 1 |
gen'l. educ. or | 78.9 } 10.5 | 5.3 1 5.3 |
1 vyr. spec. sec. | 3.9 1 1.4 6 | <9
------------------- R e L e s St £
Either 2 vr. trade | 3 1 1 i 1
sch. w. diplom orjy 60.0 | 20.0 §] 20.0 |
3 yrs. vo. diplon| «6 | «7 | «9 1
------------------- il St S S, 3
Sec. sch. diplom w/| 112 ) 31 | 11 10 |
wo. 2 yrs. trade/y 68.3 | 18.9 | 6.7 | 6.1 |}
1 yr. spec. sec. | 22.5 §J 22.5 ] 7.0 | 8.6
------ - - + - -—— - + —-
Coaplete special’d.| 129 | 29 | 32 25 |
secondary sch. ] 60.0 ¢ 13.5 | 148.9 | 11.6 |
i 26.0 | 21.0 | 20.4 |} 21.6 |
------------------ - po—— —pm—— + -+
Hiqher education [ 31 1 1w | 15 | 1M1 |
without degree I 43.7 ¢ 19.7 | 21.% | 15.5 |
| 6.2 | 10.1 1| 9.6 | 9.5 |
- e e e e N
Coaplete higher ed.| 124 49 | 94 68 |}

or grad. study i 37.0 § 4.6 | 28.1 | 20.3 |
] 28.9 | 35.5 | 59.9 | 658.6 |

COLUNMN 497 138 157 116
TOTAL 548.7 15.2 17.3 12.8
CHI-SQUARE=136. 12359 SIGNIPICANCE < 0.00005

(a) Given the distribution of the sasple along
the marginals (see rov and column totals), the reader

ROW
TOTAL

52
5.7

19
2.1

5
6

164
18.1

215
23.7

n
7.8

335
36.9

908
100.0
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should look at the relative proportion of each row
total that falls in each column. Por example, compare
the 37.0 percent of the people with a complete higher
education {code 8) who read neither and 20.3 percent
vho read both to the 78.9 percent of the people with
one year of secondary school (code 3) who read neither

and 5.3 percent who read both. (This applies to other
tables as well.)

Based on the subjective indicator of attentiveness, 32.8 percent
of the emigres vho ansvered the qreen supplement were part of the
attentive public, vhile approximately two-thirds of them vere
nonattentive.24 Rhen asked how closely they had followed Soviet
scientific achievements and programs, those vho had coumpleted
higher education were more likely to answer "very closely" or
nfairly closely," while those with less than four yvears of school
vere more likely to answer "not at all."™ (See Table 3.)
Hypothesis 3 is true. Yet a majority (53.4 percent) of those
vho had completed higher education said either that they did not
follow science too closely or that they did not follov science at
all. In a very rouqh comparison to the attentiveness of the
American public, Soviet emigres appeared to be more attentive to
science and technology at all educational levels except the

highest. But without similar measures of attentiveness, an exact

24Por the full frequency distribution, see the column
totals in Table 3.
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TABLE 3

BESPONDENT'S EDUCATION AND FOLLOWING SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS

- S R S P W D D S R WD W D D A . —— W P D D P WD D WP = G DD M S W WP R A D W S W .

§ Pollowing Scientific Achievements

Education | -

I Very | Pairly {Not Too | Not At
jClcsely |Closely |Closely | All |}
- - ==~ -1 e == |
Less than 4 yrs. i i ) 1 ] 7
gentl. educ. | } 1 12.5 | 87.5 |
| [ i «2 | 3.3 1
------------------- L et e e et <
From 4-6 yrs. ] 1 9 3 i 1 i 24
gen'l. educ. | 2.6 | 7.7 § 28.2 | 61.5 |
| 1.5 | 1.3 2.7 1 11.3 |
------------------- e L i Sttt et CR T LS P
Either 7-8 yrs. | 5 1 4 | 16 | 25 |
gen?'l. educ. or |} 10.0 | 8.0 | 32.0 y 506.0 |
1 yr. trade sch. | 7.5 |} 1.7 |} 4,0 | 11.8 |
------------------- e el X 2 il Attt S £
More than 8 yrs. i 1 1 4 S 1 9 |
gen'l. educ. or | 5«3 § 21.1 t 26.3 { 47.8
1 vyr. spec. sec. | 1.5 | 1.7 1| 1.2 |} .2 |
------------------ L et T et Attt 4
Bither 2 yr. trade ) 1 1 1 1 3 1
sch. w. diplom or} 16.7 |} 16.7 } 16.7 | 50.0 |
3 yrs. wo. diplom] 1.5 | -4 | 2 1 1.4 |
--------- b et T SRS
Sec. sch. diplom w/| 12 31 67 | 55 1|
¥Oo. 2 yrs. trade/| 7.3 |} 18.8 | #0.6 t 33.3 |
1 vyr. spec. sec. § 17.9 ¢t 13.3 ¢t 16.7 }§ 25.9 |
------------------- L e R AT D PR DL R S L
Complete special®d.) T 1 87 118 | 53 |
secondary sch. ] 3.3 | 21.9 1 S4.9 | 20.0
} 10.4 } 20.2 | 29.4 } 20.3 |
------------------- e T R TR
Higher education i S 9 20 | 36 | 11 |
vithout degree | 6.9 | 27.8 | 50.0 § 15.3 )
| 7.5 1 8.6 | 9.0 | 5.2 |
ceccccccc e s cr e men jeccec e ecrc s e - —————
Complete higher ed.| 35 | 123 | 146 35 |
or grad. study { 10.3 | 36.3 } 43.1 ) 10.3 |
] 5%52.2 | 52.8 | 36.4 | 16.5 |
e e s et e e s e e e e c e e crten e en e e ———

COLUMN 67 233 801 212
TOTAL 7.3 25.5 83.9 23.2

CHI-SQUARE=155.30746 SIGNIPICANCE < 0.05

ROW
TOTAL

165
18.1

215
23.5

72
7.9

339
37.1

913
100.0
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comparison cannot be made.2%5 Again, one's educatiomal specialty
vas a significant factor. Those who had studied the natural
sciences claimed to have been more attentive to Soviet scientific

achievements than did those who had studied other sub{ects.2¢

Hypothesis 4
The more closely related the respondent's occupation to the science
and technology sector, the more attention the respondent gave to
science and technolcgy.
We expected to find that the people who worked in
scientific-technical occupations {that is, those who vorked in
the science sector of the economy and those who had professional
or engineering-technical occupations) would be the ones most
likely to follow scientific events closely. The difficulty in
testing this hypothesis is that most branches of the economy,

broadly defined, are related in one way or another to changes in

science and technology. Also, the initial occupational

2sAaong those who had less than a secondary school
education in the USSR or less than a hiqh school education in the
OSA, 16.4 percent or 4.0 percent, respectively, were attentive to
orgqanized science. Among those wvho completed Soviet secondary
school or American high school, the difference was 25.5 percent
to 12.0 percent, respectively. Among those with some higher
education in the USSR or some college in the USA, the difference
vas 34,7 percent to 28.0 percent, respectively. But among those
vho completed higher education or had advanced graduate training
in each country, the proportion of attentives vas 46.6 percent
for the Soviet Union and 47.9 percent for the United States.
American fiqures adapted from Miller, Prewvitt, and Pearson, p.
46.

26The distribution of responses for respondents who had
studied the natural sciences was: Very closely, 32.3 percent;
fairly closely, 32.3 percent; not too closely, 22.6 percent; not
at all, 12.9 percent. M¥=31, chi-square is statistically
significant at the 0.00005 level.
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categories were defined so broadly that scientists were coded in
the same professional group as artists and gqovenment planners.

To gqet a finer di.tinction between the responses of those who
vorked in science-related ocupations and those who did not, ve
identified a qroup of scientists who met at least one of two
criteria: (1) employment in establishments conducting scientific
research vork, and (2) employment as scientific workers (teachers
and administrators) in ianstitutions of higher education (vysshie
uchebnye zavedenjiia or vuzy). The number of emigres whd met one
of these criteria was 299, or 10.7 percent of the total SIP
population.

The characteristics of our sample of Soviet enmigre
scientists resembled those of the attentive public in several
vays. HBost of them canme from families where the fathers wvere
highly educated and in professional occupations. Their parents
vere usually not religious, and neither were they. Scientists
vere significantly more urban than nomscientists. A majority of
the scientists were male,2? and most of them (72.9 perceat) vwere
between the ages of 33 and 52. When we compared the reading
habits of scientists with nonscientists, ve found, not
surprisingly, that the former vere significantly more likely than
the latter to read scientific-techmical monfiction. They vere
less likely, however, to read science fiction. (See Table 4.)
Turning to the question of hov closely the respondents claimed to

follow Soviet scientific achievements, we found that sciemtists

27ghile men accounted for only 33.4 percent of the emigre
population, they represented 50.8 percent of the scientists.
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TABLE 4

SCIENTISTS AND READING SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE

Reading Scientific Literature

|
Occupation | ~ : _-__-- ROW
|Neither | Omnly | Only { Both TOTAL
1Scifi/ST| Scific |SciTech |Scifi&sT|
------------------- R el Satateet e T T e b ¢
{ 28 |} 1w | 33 | 23 | 98
Scientists i 28.6 } 14.3 § 33.7 | 23.5  10.8
} S.6 § 10.1 | 21.0 | 19.8 |}
——— - e e e e e —-f e cce e} ce e} on——— ———f ———————-
| 469 | 124 124 | 93 |} 810
Nonscientists §f 57.9 § 15.3 | 15.3 | 11.5 | 89.2
] 94.4 |} 89.9 } 79.0 y 80.2 |
—— e c e c—r e e e, can e crr e b rnc e e b e — e ——
COLUMN 497 138 157 116 908
TOTAL 54.7 15.2 17.3 12.8 100.0
CRI~-SQUARE=40.68636 SIGNIFPICANCE € 0.00005
TABLE S

SCIENTISTS AND FOLLOWING SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS

{ Pollowing Scientific Achievements
Occupation i : ) -- PROW
| Very | Pairly | Not Too] Not At TOTAL
{Closely |Closely jClosely | All |
- —— + - -t - * -
i 20 |} 37 30 | 13 3 100
Scientists { 20.0 } 37.0 } 30.0 § 13.0 1 11.0
i 29.9 |} 15.9 |} 7.5 | 6.1 |
———— * $m———— -+ tommc———y
| 87 ) 196 | 3717 | 199 | 813
Nonscientists i 5.8 | 24.1 } 45.6 | 24.5 | 89."”
I 70.1 | 84.1 § 92.5 |} 93.9
- -— T et S e
COLUNN 67 233 401 212 913
TOTAL 7.3 25.5 43.9 23.2 100.0

CHI-SQUARE=40.33880 SIGNIFICANCE < 0.00005




- 26 -
(especially thkose who were emploved as scientific workers in
yuzy) were significantly more attentive than were nounscientists.
{See Table 5.) Hypothesis 4 is true. Still, it is noteworthy
that 43 percent of the scientists said that they did not follow
scientific achievensents too closely or did not follov them at
all. The relatively low interest expressed by Soviet emigre
scientists may indicate their disaffection with Soviet scientific
and technical capabilities, as we shall see below.

Even though the data from the Soviet Interviev Proiject
confirmed hypotkeses 3 and 4, it is worth asking why so many
respondents gave relatively little attention to Soviet scientific
achievements. Do the negative responses to this question mean
that there was a low interest in science, per se, or a low
interest in Soviet achievements and progqrams? #ere Soviet
scientific ackievements seen as indications of scientific
progress in gemeral or as measures of Soviet prestige and pover
in particular? The real import of this question can be
understood only inr comparison with questions on howv closely the
respondents followed other types of Soviet achievements and
programs, but comparable questions were not included in the SIP
survey. As an alternative check on the validity of the
subject ive measure of attentiveness to organized science, ve
correlated enmigre responses to this question with their reading
of scientific literature, wvhere the questions were nore
straightforvard. More than 52 percent of those who followed
Soviet scientific achievements very closely read science fiction

and almost 5S4 percent read scientific-technical nomfiction. By
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contrast, only 20 percent of those who did not follow Soviet sci-
entific achievements at all read science fiction and only 11
percent read scientific-technical nonfiction.2® Moreover, the two
variables (readinq scientific literature and beinq attentive to
scientific achievements) behaved the same way in relation to
other variables. This reinforced our confidence in using the
sub jective mesure of attentiveness to report the results for
bypotheses six through eleven in the next section.
Hypotkesis 5

The respondents who were male, younger, and less religious were

more likely to be attentive to science and technology than were

the respondents who were female, older, and more religqious.

Studies of the American public have shown that aen are

more attentive than women to science, technoloqy, and other areas
of public policy. Omne might arque that this is the result of the
differentiation of sex roles in traditional childhood developaent
and the low proportion of women in scientific and technical
occupations. Our examination of the SIP data shoved that Soviet
women vere less likely than men to complete higher educationm and
to work in engineering/technical occupations. To test the impact
of gender and aqge on attentiveness to science and technology, ve
used the former as control variables in other hypotheses and wve
also correlated thes directly wvwith each of the variatbles

discussed above, We found that vomen and older eamigres

(especially those over 53 years o0ld) vere less likely than men

2eIn the correlation betveen reading sciemntific
literature and following scientific achievements, the chi-square
is statistically significant at the 0.00005 level.
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and younqger eaiqres to read science fiction or scientific-
tecknical nonfiction and to follow Soviet scientific achieveaments
closely, partlv confirming hypothesis 5.29 The gender variable
had no significant iapact on the direct correlations between the
education and occupation variables and the variables of
attentiveness to organized science. Those correlations did not
remain consistent for all age groups, however. Relationships
between the educationm and occupation variables, on the one hand,
and attentiveness to science and technology, on the other, were
significant only for the middle and older aged gqroups (especially
43-57 and 63-72 yvears old). This suqggested that age may be more
important than gender as a factor affecting the respondents®
attentiveness to organized science.

The research conducted by Prewitt and his colleaques
demonstrated that Americans with stronq religious backqrounds
vere less likely to be attentive to organized sciemce. This does
not mean that science and religion are incompatible. It does
sugqgest, however, that religiosity may be associated with some of
the other variables that result in low attention to science and
technology. Indeed, amonq emiqres in the Soviet Intervievw
Project, there was a gqreater probability that the respondents
would be religqious if they were older, less educated, in low
status occupations, and living in rural areas. The religiosity

and social-educational status of one's parents were also very

29For the correlations of gender and age vith reading
scientific literature and following scientific achievements the

chi-squares are statistically significant froa level 0.0024 to
level 0.0005.




-29-
significant for the development of the emiqres' reliqious
beliefs. Students of the natural sciences and respondents who
wvorked in the science sector (especially enqgineering technicians)
vere among the least religious. Proportionately more women
believed in god, and more men believed in science. But the
nonreliqious f{even scientists) were more apt to say they believed
in bhumanity rather tham in science, as an alternative to a belief
in god.39 As in the United States, reliqious people were less
attentive to science and technology than were the nonreligioaus,
confirming the rest of hypothesis 5. (See Table 6.) F®hen

controlled for other variables, however, religion appeared

TABLE 6

RESPONDENT'S RELIGIOSITY AND FOLLOWING SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS

| Following Scientific Achieveaents
Religiosity i - : ROW
| Very Closely or | Not Too Closely TOTAL
| Fairly Closely {§ or Not At All |

l 69 | 184 | 253
Religious i 27.2 | 72.7 1 27.9
{ 23.1 | 30.3 ]
R e T e T, o cana b -t T
Not religious | 230 | 423 1 653
l 35.2 { 64.8 b 72.1
| 76.9 | 69.7 |
----------------- L Ty G, -t * -
COLUMN 299 607 906
TOTAL 33.0 67.0 100.0
CHI-SQUARE=17.41021 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0003

3oThirty percent of the scientists said they believed in
a suprahuman power, 30.7 percent said they believed in humanity,
13.1 percent said they believed in science, and 9 perceant said
they believed in god.
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to te less siqgnificant than gender in affecting the respondent's
attentiveness to orqanized science.

In our analysis of the SIP data, so.far, ve have
identified the members of the emigre public who vere attentive to
science and technology. We found that education was a
sigqnificant factor im developing the respondents® reading habits
and attentiveness to organized science. The more highly educated
ermiqgres, particularly those wbo specialized in the natural
sciences acd iun medicine, were the ones most likely to read
scientific literature and to follow Soviet scientific
achievements closely. Emigres in science-related occupations
also vere more attentive to science and technology than were the
emiqres in other occupations. Yet, scientists were not as.
attentive as one might expect. We confirsed that the eamigres who
vere most likely to obtain higher education and to work in the
science sector, aud thereby most likely to become the attentive
public, were the ones who had parents with high social-
educational status. They lived in unrban environments vhere there
vas greater exposure to the mass media and to scientific-
technical information. Pinally, the attentive public was most
likely to be male, younger, and less reliqious than the non-
attentives.

The above discussion demonstrates that'the variables which
were salient for the development of attentiveness amonqg the
American public vere important also for Soviet emigres.
Accordingly, education, family backqround, occupation, media

exposure, qender, and religiosity all play a role in the
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formation of an attentive public for Soviet science and
technology. 31 Noreover, the relationship of each variable with
attentiveness vas similar in the Asericam studies and the Soviet
Interviev Prodect. The more attentive vere those who had higher
education, those who worked in professsional and technical
occupations, those who came from high-status families, and those
vho were male, younger, and less religious. Although not
reported here as a separate hypothesis, there were also siailar
patterns of general media coasumption for the Americam and emigre
attentive public. BAdditional comparisons between Soviet emiqres
apd Americans are limited due to the differences in saample
selection, in the questions asked, and in the modes of analysis.
In the studies by #Miller, Prewitt, and others, for example, the
authors used smultivariate analysis to determine the relative
impact of each variable on attentiveness to organized science.
The results of our cross-tabulations of the SIP data suggest that
occupation may be second in importance to education in predicting
attentiveness to science and technology, but we camnot know for
sure until ve process the data further. Having identified the
characteristics of the eaiqre population that wvas most attentive
to science and technology, let us nov examine the attentive
public's attitudes towvard science, scientists, and science

policy.

310ne variable from the American studies that wve did not
include in our analysis was the respondents' political activity,
vhich accounted for 6 percent of the variance in attentiveness to
orqanized science in the United States. HNiller, Prewvitt, and
Pearson, p. 51.
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Soviet Epigre Attitudes Jowagd
Science and Technology

American scholarship on public attitudes toward science
and techrnoloqgy sugqgests that the people who are more informed
about, and more interested in, science are generally the ones who
give stronqg support to scientific proqraams and to the traditional
values of scientific research. This is the case also for those
who work close to the science sector of the economy. Scientists
tend to be more sympathetic toward the funding of profects that
contribute directly to their own work and to the protection of
values such as the freedom of scientific inquiry. AD inforrmed
assessnpent of science and technology often extends to a broad
appreciation of the impact of science and technology on society
as a vhole. One might expect that scientists and the attentive
public would be highly confident in the ability of science and
technology to solve social probleas. At the same time, hovever,
wve could arque that the closer one is to the scientific
enterprise, the more one sees its shortcoamings, its probleas, and
its pockets of corruption. The lofty image that scientists ard
scientific institutions project to the general public may seea
tarnished to those who have direct experience with then.

In this section ve test six bypotheses reqarding the
attitudes of Soviet emigres toward science and technology, with
attentiveness to orqanized science as the key independent
variable. The maximum sawmple size for each hypothesis (based on

data from the green supplement) is 913. The six hypotheses are:




6.

8.

9.

10.

1.

- 33 -

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to support
Soviet funding for exploration in outer space.

The more closely the respondent followved Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to believe
that scientific leaders wvere honest.

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to believe
that scientific leaders were competent.

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to support
the relative iaportance of fundamental over applied research.

The more closely the respondent followved Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to value
the freedom of scientific inquiry.

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
acLievements, the more likely the respondent was to believe

that science and technology could solve probleas in the areas of
agriculture, health, consumer goods, enerqgy, pollution, and crine.

Bypothesis 6

The more closely the respondent folloved Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to support
Soviet funding for exploration in outer space.

In 1957 the world acknowledged the launching of Sputmik as

a major accomplishment for Soviet sciemnce and technology. By

1965 Soviet investment in science had increased dramatically and

the commitment to the space progranm continued into the 1970s,

albeit at a slower pace. Estimated expenditures for space

exploration were approximately 1 to 2 percent of Soviet GNP froa

1967 to 1980.32 Using sapport for the space proqram in the 1970s

as an ipdication of support for Soviet science and technology,

"32Prom 1955 to 1965 the Soviet science budget grew more

than fivefold. Por an estimate of space expenditures, see U. S.,
Congress, Senate, Soviet Space Programs: .1976-80, Part 1, 97th
Cong., 24 sess., 1982, pp. 334-335, and earlier reports for
1966-70 and 1971-75.
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SIP interviewers asked the emigres whether they thought the
Soviet Unicn was spending too much, too little, or about the
right amount of money on space exploration, alonq with several
other areas of public policy.33

General public support for space exploration was very low
compared with support for other program areas. More than 67
percent of the respondents thought that the government was
spending too much money on space. The only two areas where a
greater percentage of respondents thought that the Soviet Union
vas spending too much money were defense (79.3 percent) and aid
to Eastern Eutoﬁe {(72.9 percent). 1Indeed, the eriqres may have
seen the space program as part of Soviet military research and
foreiqn policy. The preference for a reduction of expenditures
in the space program was evident among all respondents regardless
of how closely they followed Soviet scientific achievements. The
attentive public suppottéd funding for space slightly more than
the nonattentive public did, but not by a statistically
significant amount. Therefore hypothesis 6 is false. (See Table
7.) There was considerable consensus on this issue als> between

scientists and nonscientists.

Hypothesis 2
The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent vas to believe
that scientific leaders were honest.

Was the low public support for space exploration

33The other areas were health, defense, agriculture,
foreign aid {to Bastern EBurope), crime, and education.
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indicative of public distrust of scientists and scientific
instututions?

Is it possible tkat respondents saw the space

program as ah area where resources vere vasted because of
corruption and incompetence among Soviet space scientists and

technicians? O0Or, vas space exploration, along with defense and
aid to Eastern Europe, viewed as programs directed toward
external targets, at the expense of domestic-related prograss

such as health and agriculture where respondents thought that the

TABLE 7

ATTERTIVENESS AND SUPPORT FOR THE SPACE PROGRAM

jAmount Spenz on Space Prograe

Following
Scientific | » L - —_- - ROW
Achieverents | Right | Too ] Too TOTAL
{ Amount § Little | HMuch |
----------- 4+~ + —— e mmeecee}
] 13 |} 3 1 47 | 63
Very closely {1 20.6 | 4.8 | T4.6 |} 7.7
i 7.6 |1 21.4 | 7.5 )
——— ———m—————— o —— - —— S
| 47 | S 1 169 | 221
Fairly closely i 21.3 | 2.3 | 16.5 | 271.2
b 27.3 | 35.7 § 27.0 |
——— - - —empemm e mn e —————
i 84 | S 1 279 | 368
Not too closely | 22.8 |} 1.8 |} 75.8 | 45.3
! 88.8 ] 35.7 | 4u.5 )
————— - —— - - ———— e R Sl Prm—————— +
] 28 | 1 9 132 ) 161
Not at all ] 17.4 | .6 | 82.0 1 19.8
. 1 6.3 | 7.1 1 21.1 |}
———————— - - b—— + -+
COLUNMN 172 14 627 813
TOTAL 21.2 1.7 77.1 100.0

CHI-SQUARE=7.38364

SIGNIFICANCE = 0.2868
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Ssoviet qoveranment should spend more? Perhaps the emigqres would
have resporded more positively in support of domestic science
programs vith more iamediate practical payvoffs, such as
biomedical research. The latter interpretation is supported by
the emiqres' confidence that science and techmnology could solve
health problems (see hypothesis 11).

To test whether the public viewed science and scientific
institutions as basically honest or dishonest, emigres were asked
about the leaders of the USSR Academy of Sciences. Por
corparative purposes the eniqres were asked about other
institutions as well. Public perception of the Academy was very
favorable. The USSR Academy of Sciences remains a highly
prestiginus institution, and this was clearly reflected in the
emigres' assessment. In fact, the percentage of the eaigre
populatior who said that "none® or "hardly any" Academy leaders
were honest was lover than for the leaders of any other
institution. Almost 26 percent of all respondents said that
"most" or "almost all" Academy leaders were homnest, 33.4 percent
said that "some" wvere honest, and 13.6 percent said that "none"
or "hardly any"™ were honest. The only institution which a higher
percentage of respondents (27.3 percent) considered to be
"mostly®™ or "almost all" honest wvas the ailitary. Emigre
perceptions of honesty in the Academy leadership vere expressed
more frequently by the attentive public than by the non-

attentives, thus substantiating hypothesis 7. (See Table 8.)3¢

34Those vho paid the least attention to science and
technology vere the ones most likely to hold the extreme views
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Not unexpectedly, scientists were more likely than nonscientists
to view the Academy leaders as honest. But they did not have the

sape confidence in the Academy's coamapetency, as ve shall see

below.
TABLE 8
ATTENTIVENESS AND THE HONESTY OF SCIENTIFIC LEADERS
Folloving | How Many Scientific Leaders Are Honest
Scientific | S ROW
Achievements {f None | Hardly | Some | HMost | Almost TOTAL
i i Any | ! | All |
------------------- el Al bl Sttt et 4
| 5 1 5 1 28 |} 9 | 4 51
VYery closely i 9.8 | 9.8 { 54.9 |} 17.6 | 7.8 | 7.6
| 7.9 | 8.9 | 8.3 1 5.9 | 6.1 |
------------------- T Y T
] 9 | 17 1 99 49 | 15 | 189
Pairly closely } 4.8 | 9.0 |} 52.4 | 25.9 1| 7.9 |} 28.1

! 1.3 § 30.8 | 29.5 } 32.2 | 22.7 |

| 31 ) 27 1 162 | 72 22 314
Not too closely ] 9.9 | 8.6 | 51.6 § 22.9 | 7.0 | 486.7
i 49.2 | 48.2 ¢ 48.2 J 47.4 | 33.3 1
------------------ Bty TSP - B Y
] 18 | 7 1 47 | 22 ) 25 119
Not at all P 15.1 |} 5.9 § 39.5 | 18.5 | 21.0 ) 17.7
{ 28.6 | 12.5 § 14.0 ) 14.5 } 37.9 1}
e P e St St TEL LS Py P E L eSS
COLUMN 63 56 336 152 66 673
TOTAL 9.4 8.3 49.9 22.6 9.8 100.0
CHI~-SQUAEE=33.95751 SIGNIPICANCE = 0.0007
Bypothesis 8

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent vas to believe
that scientific leaders vere competent.

that "nome™ (15.1 percent) or "all" ([21.0 percent) of the Acadeay
leaders vere honest, vhereas a sajority of the other respondents
selected the middle option and said that "some™ were honest.




- 38 -

Emigres were asked about the competency of Acadeay leaders
in comparison with leaders of other institutions. Aqain, the
public*s viev of the Academy wvas a very positive ome. The
proportion of respondents who said that Acadenmy leaders vere
incompetent (2.4 percent) wvas smaller tham for any other
institution. The military and the Academy vere chosen as "most"
or "almost all"™ competent by the largest proportion of
respondents, that is, by 50.2 percent and by 49.2 percent
respectively. Generally, the public viewed all institutions as
more competent than honest. Public perception of Academy
cozpetence did not seem to vary with one's attentiveness to
scientific achievements, howvever, and hypothesis 8 was fourd to
be false. Between 40.0 and 48.1 percent of the respondents said
that "most" Academy leaders were competent. The rest vwere fairly
evenly divided betveen the views that ™some"™ or "almost all"™
Acadery leaders were cospetent. (See Table 9.) 3% While in general
agreement with the rest of the respondents, scientists tended to
be more skeptical about this. Only 15.1 percent of the
scientists thouqht that "almost all" Academy leaders vere
cospetent, compared with 23.8 perceat of the nonscientists who
thought so.
iypothesis 3-

The more closely the respondent folloved Soviet scientific

achieveaments, the more likely the respondent was to support
the relative iaportance of fundamental over applied research.

3s)qain, the least attentive were the ones most likely to
select the extresme options of "pone® or "all.®™




Lmi‘*. .

Y

- 39 =

Respondents were asked if during their last normal period
in the USSR they thought it was more important for scientists to
create nev ideas and theories or to solve practical problenms.
The people who vere most attentive to organized science said that
fundamental research was more important. Almost 37 percent of
them preferred the creation of new ideas, compared with 30
percent who preferred the solution of practical probleas. 1ll
other respondents said that applied research was more important,
by an increasingly gqreater margin for the less attentive. Among

those vho folloved scientific achievements fairly closely, there

TABLE 9

ATTENTIVENESS AND THE COMPETENCY OF SCIENTIFIC LEADERS

Folloving Bowv Many Scientific Leaders Are CSlpetent

i
Scientific } : - -—
Achievements § None ¢ Hardly | Some | MHNost | Almost
{ 1 Any | | | Aall |
g L e T g e g, T DTy
1 i | 16 1 25 | 11 1
Very closely i | ] 30.8 |} 48.1 | 21.2 |
} | | 8.0 | 8.0 7.5
Y e e L PSSl Y P et 2 EEL DD st S et el L et LSl DR
i 2 ] 1 1 59 | 90 | 41 )
Pairly closely | 1.0 5 | 30.6 § 46.6 | 21.2 |
I 18.2 | 16.7 | 29.4 | 28.9 ¢t 27.9 |
i - b= e e LT - ftrmncccany
{ 5 i 4 91 | 188 | 63 |
Not too closely | 1.6 | 1.3 | 29.3 1 87.6 | 20.3 |
§ 45.5 | 66.7 | 45.3 | 47.6 § 42.9
e L TR LB LD Ll 2 et L R T L -t ——— - D 2
| 4 |} 1 1 35 1 48 | 32
Not at all '] 3.3 ) «8 | 29.2 § &40.0 } 26.7 |
| 36.8 |} 16.7 § 17.4 | 15.4 § 21.8 |
D e S L R et Sttt kel + L D ]
COLUMNN 1" 6 201 in 147
TOTAL 1.6 9 29.7 86.0 21.7
CHI-SQUARE=7.68627 SIGNIPICANCE = 0.8091

BOW
TOTAL

52
7.7

193
28.6

31
46.0

120
17.8

676
100.0
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was a 0.5 percent difference in the proportion wko preferred
applied over basic research {36.5 percent and 36.0 percent
respect ively). Among those who did not follow scientific
achievements too closely, there was a 3.0 percent difference
(40.7 percent and 37.7 percent); and for those who did not follow
scientific achievements at all, there vas a 16.9 percent
difference (51.5 percent and 34.6 percent). (See Table 10.)
Hypothesis 9 is true. 1In a separate cross-tabulation we found

that scientists were the ones most likely to support both kinds

TABLE 10

ATTENTIVENESS AND SUPPORT FOR FUNDAMENTAL RESEARCH

Following

%hat Scientists Should Do
Scientific o ROW
Achievements Create | Solve | Both T0TAL
Ideas |Problers) |
-------------------------- L e et 3
24 | 20 | 21 | 65
Very closely 36.9 ]} 30.8 § 32.3 | 8.4
8.4 |} 6.3 | 11.8
----------------- e canc-d - -t
80 1} 81 61 | 222
Pairly closely 36.0 § 36.5 | 27.5 | 28.5
28.1 | 25.7 § 34.3 |
——— - - -t Bl L Y +
136 | 187 | 78 | 361
Not too closely 37.7 | 40.7 | 21.6 | A46.4
87.7 | 46.7 |} 4&3.8 |
e b L R P - ———
45 | 67 | 18 | 130
Not at all 3.6 § S1.5 § 13.8 | 16.7
15.8 | 21.3 | 10.1
------------------ P o T - -t
COLOBN 285 315 178 778
TOTAL 36.6 40.5 22.9 100.0
CHI-SQUARE=16.06310 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0134
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of activities (36.1 percent of scientists, compared with 26.4
percent of the attentive public, and 18.2 percent of the
nopattentive public). A similar decline in the relative support
for both basic and applied research can be seen in Table 10 (from
32.3 percent for the most attentive to 13.8 percent for the
nonattentive).
Bypothesis 10

The more closely the respondent followed Soviet scientific

achievements, the more likely the respondent was to value

the freedom of scientific imquiry.

To see whether the emiqres supported freedorm of scientific

inquiry, they wvere asked to coament on the placement of

TABLE 11
ATTENTIVENESS AND THE PREEDONM OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH

{ Should Research Be
Pollowing } Pree or Restricted
Scientific [ _ ROW
Achievements ] Pree |JBestrict TYOTAL

i 47 | 18 | 65
Very closely 1 72.3  27.7 } 8.1

! 8.4 7.5 |
------------------ *- - - ———

! 150 | 67 | 217
Fairly closely i 69.1 § 30.9 | 27.1

] 26.7 | 28.0 |
- - e et Sttt 4

! 266 | 100 | 366

Not too closely i 72.7 § 27.3 § 45.8
| &47.8 § 41.8 |

| 98 | 54 ) 152

Not at all § 68.5 § 35.5 | 19.0
I 17.5 | 22.6 |}
T L L T ey

CcoLUNM 561 239 800

TOTAL 70. 1 29.9 100.0

CHI-SQUARE=3.70703 SIGNITICARCE = 0,2949
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restrict ions on scientific research. Should scientists be
permitted to study whatever they want (even if they sometimes
discover things that might be haraful), or should there be
restrictions on their research? Support for the principle of
scientific freedom was videspread reqardless of whether the
respondent was generally attentive or nonattentive to science.
(See Table 11.) Therefore, hypothesis 10 is false. Support for
the freedom of scientific research was even higher among emigre
scientists (75.0 percent of them vere opposed to any restrictions
on science, compared with 69.5 percent of the monscientists who
opposed restrictions), but this was not statistically
significant,
Bypothesis 11
The more clusely the respondent folloved Soviet scientific
achievements, the more likely the respondent was to believe
that science and technology could solve probless in the areas of
agriculture, health, consumer goods, emerqy, pollution, and crime.
More than 40 percent of the eaigres said that the solution
of practical problems was more important than theory-building.
But did they have faith in science and technology to solve
problems in areas of social and economic policy? To test
hypothesis 11 the emigres vere asked whether they believed
(during their last normal period in the USSR) that Soviet science
and technoloqy could eventually solve most of the probleas, some
of the probleas, or nonme of the probleams in several policy areas.
The results differed, of course, depending on the area of pudlic
policy. TLe interpretation of these differences is somevhat
ambiquous. In some cases, differences may reflect the emigres'

perceptions of the relative distances between science and
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technoloqy, on the one hand, and the substantive policy areas, on
the other. Or, the differences may reflect the eamigres®
perceptions of hov amenable each problem was to any kind of a
solution. In other cases, emigres may have been expressing their
confidence in the Soviet system, that is, in the ability of the
Soviet political leadership to use science and technology im the
solution of certaim social problems. Therefore, wve do not know
vhether the respondent was focusing on the research potential of
science and technology or on the Soviet system in general. With
this in mind, let us reviev the results.

The people who followed Soviet scientific achievements
Closely were no more likely than the nonattentives to believe

k4

that science a * technology could solve the probless in
agriculture, health, enerqy, or crime. There vas a statistically
siqnificant difference in the correlations for pollution and
consuner joods,3¢ put the distribution of responses did not
clearly correspond to what vas stated in the hypothesis. Por
most policy areas, therefore, hypothesis 11 appeared to be false.
For a better delineation of respomses, ve created a nev variable
that seﬁarated eaigre scientists from other emigres in their
responses to the question on attention to Soviet scientific
achievements. Since people vho worked in the science sector of

the econoay or in science occupations vere amonqg the most

attentive msesbers of the emigre popnlatipn, ve put them in the

3sChi-squares for the correlations betveen atteativeness
and pollution/consuser goods are statistically significant at the
0.0018 level and 0.0745 level, respectively.
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top cateqory of attentiveness and combined the four response

cateqories to two for the nonscientists as follous:

Scientist/Attentive pPublic Varjable

1. Scientists (emigres who worked in the science
sector or in science occupations) . ¢ ¢ ¢ o« « o o 100

2. Attentive Public (nonscientists who followved

scientific achievements very closely or

fAirly Closely) &« o o o @ o o © o o o © o o o o o « 2u3
3. PNonattentive Public (momscientists who

followed scientific achievements not too

Closely Or not at all) o o ¢ ¢ o © © ¢« ¢« o« « o« o« « o 570

Total number of respondents who answered the question

on attentiveness tOo SCi€NCE . ¢ « « « o = o o o « « 913
Fe then correlated this variable with emiqre opinioms on the
ability of science and technology to solve social and econormic
problems.

The policy areas where eaiqres expressed the moct
confidence vere health, enerqy, and pollution. In each case, a
majority said that science and technoloqy could solve at least
"some” of the problems. The most positive reponses were in the
area of enmergy, where 32.8 percent said that science and
technoloqy could solve "most® of the probleas. At the other
extreme, a majority of emiqgres said that science and technoloqgy
could solve *none" of the problems in agriculture and consumer
goods (53.1 and 53.9 percent respectively). (See Table 12.) It
is significant that scientists were consistently more neqaiive
than nonscientists about the ability of science and technology to
solve social and economic probleamas. In all six areas of public
policy, scientists vere the most likely to say that "none™ of the

probleas could be solved by science and technology. By contrast,

o e o
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the attentive nonscientists were the most optimistic. One

possible explanation is that the attentive nonscientists were

people wvho supported organized science, but they did not knov as

much about the country's scientific and technical capabilities as

the scientists did. (See Table 13.)

TABLE 12

PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN SCIENCE AND TECHROLOGY

i Sscience and Technology Can Solve

(2) Percentage of all respondents {N) vho answvered
in each policy area. Bach rowv totals 100 percent.

Area of j Most/Some/None of the Probleas (a)
Public Policy R et et b e D e L e
] Most §J Some | None | N
e - - —————— jom—m——— |- = e
Aqriculture | 9.1 I 37.9 } 53.1 | 1795
| i | |
- - === i ittt Rbetatetntadedadl Rabitd bt
Health 1 18.5 1 67.2 | 18.4 | 807
| | | I
- - - === et | -
Consumer goods | 8.% i 37.6 § 53.9 | 805
| ! | |
------ | | -=1 htntadedal Rttt
Enerqy ] 32.8 | 60.6 | 6.7 | 720
| i } |
—eesesssesee—— | | === jom—————-
Pollution 1 17.5 i 52.7 | 29.8 | 766
| ] | i
- - - R | | il Rttt
Crime ] 14,0 j} #8.6 | 37.4 | 1M1
] |
| |
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TABLE 13

INABILITY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY TO SOLVE PROBLENS (a)

Area of -

i } Nonscientists - } Llevel of
Public Policy | Scientists |__- _{Significance
[ jAttentive|Nonattentive | {b)
----------------- i-- - | e e
Agriculture | 64.9 ] 89.8 52.2 i 0.0637
! l | |
—-——- - - - - e —— j———m—————- R it
Health | 17.7 1 10.8 1 15.4 | 0.0044
i i | |
-= -1 Dttt Bttt R il Bt
Consurer qoods | 70.8 | 50.4 ) 52.2 1 0.0028
i | ! |
------------------ Rt it Rttt Rttt et b
Enerqy | 8.8 | 5.1 |} 7.0 | 0.2494
| l | |
D it Bt Rttt i B Rty
Pollution [ 40.6 | 27.3 | 28.7 | 0.0640
| | | 1
------------------ === | il Rkttt Rttty
Crise i 46.7 [ 37.7 | 35.4 1 0.0922
l |
| [

(a) Percentage of each group who said that science and
technology could solve "none® of the problems in that policy area.
{b) The levels at vhich the chi-squares are statistically
significant in cross-tabulations of responses from scientists
and nonscientists.

Conclusiop

Despite the limitations imn the SIP data base, ve still can
drav some general coanclusions about the attentive public for
Soviet science and technology. The interest in organized science
was fairly hiqh, vhether measured by the emigres' reading habits
or by their attention to Soviet scientific achievements.

Approximately 33 to 45 percent of the emiqres could be considered
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merbers of the attentive public.37 Many of thee read science
fiction and acquired inforsation on organized science by reading
scientific-technical nonfiction. Those who were attentive to
science and technoloqy had a more positive image of the honesty
of scientific leaders, and they vere more likely to support the
relative importance of fundamental research. The concept of
- attentiveness vas significant in drawving these distinctions, but
it was not very helpful in differentiating emiqre attitudes in
areas where there was a high deqree of consensus.

On the whole, Soviet emigres had a positive view of
science and scientific leaders. There wvas videspread support for
the freedom of scieantific inquiry and a prevailing consensus that
scientists were competent in their work. Erigre confidence in
the enterprise of science and in the professional behavior of
scientists apparently did not extend to the Soviet system in
general. The different assessments of organized science in
contributing to each area of social and economic policy reflected
a discriminating, but somevhat neqative view of the systea's
ability to utilize its scientific and technical capabilities
effectively. Where there was confidence that Soviet organized
science coyld solve some of the problems, for example in the atea‘

of bhealth, there was criticisa that the Soviet government was not

370nly 18 percent of the Aserican public vas attentive to
organized science in 1979, but the U.S. and SIP statistics are
not directly coaparable. The range in the size of the attentive
public in the United States was froa 4 percent of the population
to 55 percent depending on the level of education (Miller,
Previtt, and Pearson, P. ¥v). Almost 45 percent of the emigres in
the Soviet Interview Project were bhighly educated, which may
account for the large size of the attentive public in this study.




- 48 -

investing enough resources to do so. In other areas, such as
agriculture, the emigres were pessimistic about scientific and
technical capabilities, possibly also because of inadequate
resource allocation.3® This would be all the more frustrating for
those who considered the main task of sciemce to be the solution
of practical problems. The pragmatic orientation toward science
and technoloqy, especially amonqg nonscientists, miqht account for
the low priority of the space program. Emigres may have seen the
exploration of outer space as frivolous or as a military venture
not directly relevant to the daily needs of the averaqe citizen.

Perhaps the most revealing aspect of our study is the
negative attitude of Soviet emiqre scientists toward Soviet
scientific and technical capabilities. It is true that they were
siqgnificantly more attentive to orqanized science than
nonscientists wvere. Fifty-seven percent of the scientists
folloved scientific achievements and 71.5 percent read scienmtific
literature. But there is another side to these statistics.
Forty-three percent of the scientists admitted that they had not
been reading scientific-technical nonfiction and that they had
not followed scientific achievements closely. This aight explain
their belief that scientists were not as competent as the public
thought ttey wvere. 1Also, scientists may have had higher
expectations for the scientific comaunity than the rest of the
public did. Their disaffection wvith the quality of Soviet

science and technoloqy may have been tied very closely to their

30)1lm0s8t two-thirds of the esigres said that the Soviet
governsent vas spending too little on health and agriculture.
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disaffection with the Soviet Union and their decision to
emigrate.3?

The attentive putlic identified in this study was once
part of a larqer attentive public toward science and technology
in the USSR. Although we have no comparable statistics on the
proportion of the Soviet population that follows scientific
achievements closely, we vwould probably find that the
characteristics of the Soviet attentive public would be similar
to the characteristics discussed here. Both on a theoretical and
an empirical level, ome could arque that educatiom, occupation,
urban residence, aqe, gender, and reliqiosity are important
factors in the development of attentiveness to organized science
in the USSR. It is probleamamatic, hovever, to speculate about the
Soviet attentive public sharing the attitudes of the emigre
attentives toward science, scientists, and science policy.
Siwilarly, one could question whether Soviet scientists would
agree with the emigre scientists in their assessments of Soviet
scientific and technical capabilities. Pinally, ve do not know
if citizens in the USSR wvould demonstrate the same degree of
support for unrestricted scientific research and respect for
scientific leaders, while beinqg skeptical about the ability of
science and technology to solve social and economic probless.

Rather than make speculative comparisons with the

attentive public in the USSR, it might be more fruitful, at this

3eThere is a possibility too that emiqres in professional
occupations may downqrade the quality of their eaploysent sector
in the USSR as a personal validation of their decision to leave.
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stage of our analysis, to conclude with some questions that can
affect the interpretations of data in other portions of the
Soviet Interviev Project. Can we identify an attentive public
for different areas of putlic policy? 1Is there a segment of the
eaiqre population that was hiqghly interested in, and
knovledqgeable about, other social issues? How does attentiveness
to public issues relate to the political socialization
experienced by the emigres before they left the USSR? Do the
emigres show a consistent preference for programs that have
domestic social value? Does the emigre population generally make
a distipction betwveen their support for professional elites and
their skepticism about the contribution of those elites to the
solution of social problems? Does this reflect a serious
discrepancy betveen the hiqh prestige of institutions and low
public confidence in system performance? Such questions remind
us that the issue of attentiveness to science and technology is
not an isolated one, but is part of a broad ranqe of issues that

characterize the citizen's relatioaship to public policve.




